
II 1b y the AESA11- 7002080
I~ ~At ,r, ,,AR,ic,afi0n OfftOAld ...

Ap, %x : ,o Pub0#c Re1 easeM

I TEMPORARY LOAN DOCUMENT
RETURN TO. ,

PROJ ECT >3

/ ,.. -3)

SOUTHEAST ASIA >,

SPECIAL HANDLING REQUIRED ,,
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS GROUP-IThe infoRati contained T n this document Excluded from automatic downgradingwill not be disclosed to foreign nationals and declassification.or their representatives , ,

* K717.413-78 2008910238
-- 1970 c. 3 

17W02 I I Ir2



AP~ 'o?80
I Declassdfied IAW E.O. 12958 by the

Air Force Declassification Office and
PROJEC Approved tor Public Release.

H istoricalllI1111111 I

Examination of

C urrent

0 perations

3 1111REPORT

I VNAF IMPROVEMENT
* AND

MODERNIZATION PROGRAM (UJ

I 5 FEBRUARY 1970

* HQ PACAF
Directorate, Tactical Evaluation

3 CHECO Division

jSPECIAL HANDLING REQUIRED Prepared by:NOT RELEASABLE TO
FOREIGN NATIONALSMR 

J ES T *AI ~The information contained in M AE .BAthis document will not be
disclosed to foreign nationals
L or their represen tatives. Project CHECO 7th AF, DOACI

K717.413-78 DECLASIf'
1970



REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE Form Approved

I OMB No. 0704-0188

The public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources,
gathering end maintaining the data needed, end completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection
of information, including suggestions for reducing the burden, to Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports
(0704-0188f, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be
subject to any penalty for falling to comply with a collection of information if It does not display a currently valid OMB control number.
PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR FORM TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS.

1. REPORT DATE (DD-MM-YYYY) 2. REPORT TYPE 3. DATES COVERED (From - To)

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

5b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION

Department of the Air Force REPORT NUMBER

Headquarters Pacific Air Forces, CHECO Division
Hickam AFB, HI

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S)

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

A -- Approved for Public Release

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

Project CHECO was established in 1962 to document and analyze air operations in Southeast Asia. Over the years the meaning of
the acronym changed several times to reflect the escalation of operations: Current Historical Evaluation of Counterinsurgency
Operations, Contemporary Historical Evaluation of Combat Operations and Contemporary Historical Examination of Current
Operations. Project CHECO and other U. S. Air Force Historical study programs provided the Air Force with timely and lasting
corporate insights into operational, conceptual and doctrinal lessons from the war in SEA.

15. SUBJECT TERMS

CHECO reports, Vietnam War, War in Southeast Asia, Vietnam War- Aerial Operations, American

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a. REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THIS PAGE ABSTRACT OF

PAGES
19b. TELEPHONE NUMBER (Include area code)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8/98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std. Z39 18



I- UNCLASSIFIED

IPROJECT CHECO REPORTS

The counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare environment of Southeast
Asia has resulted in the employment of USAF airpower to meet a multitude of
requirements The varied applications of airpower have involved the full
spectrum of USAF aerospace vehicles, support equipment, and manpower. As a
result, there has been an accumulation of operational data and experiences that,
as a priority, must be collected, documented, and analyzed as to current and
future impact upon USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine.

Fortunately, the value of collecting and documenting our SEA experiences
was recognized at an early date. In 1962, Hq USAF directed CIICPACAF toI establish an activity that would be primarily responsive to Air Staff require-
ments and direction, and would provide timely and analytical studies of I1SAF
combat operations in SEA.

Project CHECO, an acronym for Contemporary Historical Examination of
Current Operations, was established to meet this Air Staff requirement. 1lanaged
by Hq PACAF, with elements at Hq 7AF and 7AF/13AF, Project CHECO provides a
scholarly, "on-going" historical examination, documentation, and reporting on
USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine in PACON. This CIiECO report is part of
the overall documentation and examination which is being accomplished. Along
with the other CHECO publications, this is an authentic source for an assess-I ment of the effectiveness of ISAF airpower in PACOM.-i 14e

I MILTON B. ADAMS, Major General, USAF

Chief of Staff

U

I ii

I UNCLASSIFIED



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS PACIFIC AIR FORCES

nri oAPO SAN FRANCISCO 96553 0
i "RPLYTO

A TNOF DOD 5 February 1970

I Project CHECO Report, "VNAF Improvement and Modernization Program" (U)

TO SEE DISTRIBUTION PAGE

1. Attached is a SECRET NOFORN document. It shall be transported,
stored, safeguarded, and accounted for in accordance with applicable
security directives. SPECIAL HANDLING REQUIRED, NOT RELEASABLE TOI FOREIGN NATIONALS. The information contained in this document willnot be disclosed to foreign nationals or their representatives.
Retain or destroy in accordance with AFR 205-1. Do not return.

2. This letter does not contain classified information and may be
declassified if attachment is removed from it.

i FOR THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF

~4CL. G IFFe olonel, USAF 1Ac
Chief, CHECO Division Proj CHECO Rprt (S/NF),
Directorate, Tactical Evaluation 5 Feb 70
DCS/Operati ons

I
'Il



" UNCLASSIFIED

DISTRIBUTION LIST
i

1. SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE j. AFPDC
(1) AFPDPSS ... ........ 1I a. SAFAA ... ......... 1 (2) AFPMDG. .l....... 1

b. SAFLL .... ......... 1 (3) AFPDW .... ......... 1
c. SAFOI ..... ....... 2

k. AFRDC: .... ........... 1
2. HEADQUARTERS USAF (1) AFRDD .... ......... 1

a. AFBSA......... 1 3) AFRDQRC ... ........ 1
4 ) AFRDR ........... ....

b. AFCCS
(1) AFCCSSA ........ 1 1. AFSDC
(2) AFCVC .......... 1 (1) AFSLP .... ......... 1
(3) AFCAV .......... 1 2) AFSME .... ......... 1

(4) AFCHO .......... 2 3) AFSMS .......... ... 1
FC AFSPD .... ......... 1

c. AFCSA (5) AFSSS ........... . .1
(1) AFCSAG .......... 1 (6) AFSTP .... ......... 1
(2) AFCSAMI ..... ...i m. AFTAC...............1

d. AFGOA ... ......... 2
n. AFXDC .... ........... 1

e. AFIGO (1) AFXDO .... ......... 1
(1) AFISI .......... 3 (2) AFXDOC ............ 1
(2) AFISP ....... 1l.. AFXDOD ......... 1

AFXDOL ............ 1
f. AFMSG .... ......... 1 (5) AFXOP .... ......... 1

(6) AFXOSL .l.........
g. AFNIATC ... ........ 5 (7) AFXOSN ........... . . 1I8) AFXOSO .. .. .. .. ....
h. AFAAC ......... .... 1 (9) AFXOSS ............ 1

(1) AFAMAI .......... 1 (10) AFXOSV ............ 1
(11) AFXOTR ........... .. 1

i. AFODC (12) AFXOTW ............ 1
(1) AFOAP ......... 1 13) AFXOTZ.. . . ..... . l.1
2) AFOCC ... ..... 1 (14) AFXOXY .l........ 1
3) AFOCE .. . .. .. 1 (15) AFXPD.6
(5) AFOMO .......... 1 (a) AFXPPGS ........ 3

U
UIiv

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

3. MAJOR COMMlANDS (e) USAFAGOS(DAB-C) ... 1

a. TAC b. SAC

(1) HEADQUARTERS (1) HEADQUARTERS
(aD.............1 (a) DOPL .. .. .. ..... 1

(b DPL. .. .. ..... 2 (b) DPLF .. .. .. ..... 1-
(c) DOCC .. . ..... .. 1 (c) DM. .. .. .. ..... 1

d) DOREA. .. .. .... 1 (d) DI .. .. .. ...... 1I
).... .... ..... 1 (e) OA. .. .. .. ..... 1

(f) HI .. .. .. ...... 1
(2) AIR FORCES

(a) 12AF (2) AIR FORCESI
1. DORF. .. .. .. 1 (a) 2AF(DICS). .. .. .. 1
'. DI. .. .. .... 1 (N)8AF(DO). .. .. .... 3

b2 TAFU(D) .... 1(c) 15AF(DI) .. .. .. .. 1

(3) WINGS c. MAC

a) 1SOW(DOI .Ib) 4TFW(DO) .. .. ... 1 (1) HEADQUARTERS
(c) 23TFW(DOI).... . ..1 (a) MAOID ... .. .. ....
d 27TFW(DOI.... .... 1 (.b) MAOCO ... .. .. .... 1
e33TFW(DOI).. .. ... (c) MACHO. ...... 1

(f) 64TAW( DOI). .. ... 1 (d) MACOA. .. .. ..... 1
(g) 67TRW C)..........*II
(h) 75TRW DOI). .. ... 1 (2) AIR FORCESI
(i) 316TAW(DOP) . ... 1 (a) 22AF(OCXI) .. .. ... 1
(j) 317TAW( EX). .. ... 1

k 363TRW DOI) . . . .1 (3) WINGS1464TAW( DOIN) . . . . 1 (a) 61MAWg(OIN) .. .. .. 1
(in) 474TFW(TFOX) . . . . 1 (b 62MAWg(OXCP). .. ....(n 47TWDOF) .. . .1 (c) 436MAWg(OXCX) . . . . 1
N 51TAW( DOPL) . . . . 1 ~ d) 437MAWg(~OCXI)....I

(p) 441OCCTW(DOTR) . . .1 e438MAWg(OCXC) . . . 1
' 58TFTW(I)......1

4554CCTW(DI .1 (4) MAC SERVICES1
(a) AWS(AWCHO). .. .. .. 1

(4) TAC CENTERS,,SCHOOLS (b) ARRS(ARXLR) .. .. .. 1

(a) USAFTAWC(DA) . . . . 2 (c) ACGS(AGOV). .. .. .. 1I

(b) USAFTARC(DID) . . . 2

c USAFTALC(DCRL) . . . 1

Sd~ USAFTFWC(CRCD) . . . 1

0 AS



I UNCLASSIFIED

E d. ADC i1. AAC

(1) HEADQUARTERS (1) HEADQUARTERS
(a) ADODC. .. .. ..... 1 (a) ALDAA. .. .. ...... 1
(b) ADOOP. .. .. ..... 1
(c) ADLCC. .. .. ..... 1 j. USAFSO

(1) HEADQUARTERS
(2) AIR DIVISIONS (a) COH .. .. .. .. ....

(a) 25AD(OIN). .. .. .. 1
(b) 29AD (ODC). .. .. ... k. PACAF
(c) 20ADiOINi). .. .....

(1) HEADQUARTERS
e. ATC (a) DP. .. .. .. .. .... 1

(b) DI. .. .. .. .. .... 1
(1) HEADQUARTERS (c) DPL .. .. .. .. .... 2

(a) ATXPP-X ... .. .. .. 1 di CSH. .. .. . ......
e A~reDOTEC. .. .. . ..... 5

f.AL (f) DE. .. .. .. .. .....
(g) Dm. .. .. .. . ......

(1) HEADQUARTERS (h) DOTECH.. .. .. .. ....

(a)CVS...........1(2) AIR FORCES
g. AFSC (a) 5AF(DOPP) .... . . 1

(b) Det 8, ASD(DOASD) .

(1) HEADQUARTERS (c) 7AF
(a) SCLAP. .. .. ..... 3 1. DO.. .. .. ......

I(d) SCTPL. .. .. ..... 1 4.TACC... .. .. ...
(e) ASD (ASJT). .. .. .. 1 7. DOAC. .. .. . ...
(f) ESD(ESO) .. .. .. .. 1 (d) T3AF
(g) RADC(EMOEL) .. .. .. 2 1. CSH... .. .. .. ..I(h) ADTC(ADBRL-2) . . . .1 T. DPL.. .. .. .. ....

(e) T/13AF(CHECO) .. .. .. 1
h. USAFSSI(3) AIR DIVISIONS

(1) HEADQUARTERS (a) 313AD(DOI) .. .. .. .. 1

(a) XR. .. .. .. ..... 1 b) 314AD(DOP) .. .. .. ..
(b) CHO. .. .. ......1 ~ c) 32AD

1. DO. .. .. . ..... 1
(2) SUBORDINATE UNITS 2. DI. .. .. . .....

(a) Eur Scty Rgn(OPD-P) . 1 (d) 9734AD(DO). .. .. .... 2

(b) 6940 Scty Wg(OOD) .'. 1

I vi

H UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLA SSIMED

(A) WINGS 4. SEPARATE OPERATING AGENCIES
(a) 8TFW(DCOA). .. .. .. ... 1
(b) 1TWDO)........1 a. ACIC(ACOMC). .. .. .. .. 2 *

c 3TF(D). .. .. ..... b. AFRES(AFRXPL). .. .. ... 2Sd 56S0W(WHD).........1 c. USAFA
(e) 347TFW(DCOOTj.. ...... 1 (1) CMT.. ...... 1 3
(f) 355TFW(DCOC). .. .. .. .. 1 (2DFH.. ...... 1
9g 366TFW(DCO) .. .. .. .... d. AU
h 388TFW(DCO). .. .... ... 1 (1) ACSC-SA .. ..... ......
(i) 405TFW(DCOA). .. .. .. .. 1 (2) AUL(SE)-69-108 . . . .2
(j) 432TRW(DCOI). .. .. .. .. 1 (3) ASI(ASD-l).......1
(k) 460TRW(DCOI). .. .. .. .. 1 (4) ASI(ASHAF-A).....2 ,
(1) 475TFW(DCO) .. .. .. ... 1 e. AFAFC(EXH) . ....... 1

(m)lstTes SqA) . . . 1f. Analytic Services, Inc . 1
(5) OTHER UNITS

aTask Force)ALPHA(DXI) I
Sb 504TASG(DO).. .. .. ....

1. UAEcAir Force Advisory Gp I .

(1) HEADQUARTERS
(a) ODC/OA .. .. .. .. .... 1
(b) ODC/OTAO .. .. .. .. ... 1
(c) OOT .. .. .. . .. .... 1(d) XDC.. .. .. . .. .... 1

(2) AIR FORCES
(a) 3AF(ODC) .. .. .. .. ... 2
(b) 16AF(ODC). .. .. .. ... 2

1. OID .. .. .. .. .... 1

(3) WINGSI
(a) 36TFW (DCOID). .. .. .. ...
(b) 5OTFWMDO). .. .. .. ....
(c) 66TRW(DCOIN-T). .. .. ... 1
(d) 81TFW(DCOI) .. .. .. ... 1
(e) 401TFW(DCOI). .. ......
(f) 513TAW(OID) .. .. .. ... 1

(4) GROUPS
(a) 497RTG(TRCD)........51

-UNCLASSIFIEDI



I UNCLASSIFIED
5 . MILITARY DEPARTMENTS, UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDS, AND JOINT STAFFS

a. COMUSJAPAN. .. .. .. .... ...... ..... ........
b. CINCPAC (SAG). .. .. .. ..... ..... ...... ..... 1
c. CINCPAC (J301) .. .. .. ..... ...... ..... .....
d. CINCPACFLT(Code 321). .. .. .. . ... .. ... ... ..... 1
e. COMUSKOREA(EUSA AGAC) .. .. .. ..... ...... ...... 1If. COMUSMACTHAI......... . .... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
g. COMUSMACV(TSCO)...... ... . ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
h. COMUJSTDC (J3).......... . . .... .. .. .. .. .. .. . .1
i . USCINCEUR (ECJB)...... ... . ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
.j. USCINCSO (DCC)......... . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
k. CINCLANT (0021)...... ... . ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
1. CHIEF, NAVAL OPERATIONS......... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....Im. COMMANDANT, MARINE CORPS (HQMC)..... .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
n. CINCONAD (CHSV-M) . . 1o. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY (TAGO) .:: 1ap. JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF (J3RR&A). .. .. .. ..... ....... 1
q. JSTPS .. .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 1
rSECRETARY OF DEFENSE (OASD/SA) ..:
s.USCINCMEAFSA (DPL). .. .. .. . .. ... ... ... .. ...

t. CINCSTRIKE (STRJ-3). .. .. ... ...... ..... .....
u. CINCAL (HIST)......................1
v. MAAG-China/AF Section iMGAF-6)*.. * ...... .*. .'. . '....w. HQ ALLIED FORCES NORTHERN EUROPE (U.S. DOCUMENTS OFFICE) . . . . 1x. USMACV (MACJ031)...... .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .

I 6? SCHOOLS

a. Senior USAF Representative, National War College .. .. .. ....
b.Senior USAF Representative, Armed Forces Staff College. .. ....

c. Senior USAF Rep, Industrial College of the Armed Forces 1
d. Senior USAF Representative, Naval Amphibious School. .. .. . .1
e. Senior USAF Rep, U.S. Marine Corps Education Center. .. .. . .1
f. Senior USAF Representative, U.S. Naval War College .. .. .. . .1
g. Senior USAF Representative, U.S. Army War College. .. .. ....
h. Senior USAF Rep, U.S. Army C&G Staff College.. .. .. .. ....3i. Senior USAF Representative, U.S. Army Infantry School .. .. . .1
j. Senior USAF Rep, U.S. Army JFK Center for Special Warfare . 1
k. Senior USAF Representative, U.S. Army Field Artillery School. 1
1. Senior USAF Representative, U.S. Liaison Office .. .. .. ....

7. SPECIAL

3a. Director, USAF Project RAND..... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
b. U.S. Air Attache, Vientiane..... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....

I viii

U UNCLASSIFIED



IUNCLASIFIED
i TABLE OF CONTENTS

1I PAGE

CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION ................................. 1

i CHAPTER II - BACKGROUND TO PLANNING ........................ 5

CHAPTER III - VNAF IMPROVEMENT AND MODERNIZATION PROGRAM
PLANNING .................. 9

Summary of Phase II ............................ 20

CHAPTER IV - TRAINING .......................................... 22

English Language Program ....................... 23
Pilot and Support Training ................... 25
VNAF Air Training Center .................... 27
New Methods ........................... ......... 28

I CHAPTER V - TACTICAL AIR CONTROL SYSTEM ....................... 33

ALO/FAC Upgrading Plan .......... .......... 37
I, II, and III Corps ................. 40
IV Corps ............. ..................... 43
Remaining Problems ............................. 47Summary ................. ... ............... 49

CHAPTER VI - FIGHTERS .......................................... 50

Assimilation of F-5s ........................... 52
A-37 Conversion ................................ 56
VNAF and the A-l ............................... 58
Weaknesses .................................... 60

CHAPTER VII - HELICOPTERS .................................. 65

Change of Mission .............................. 69
Conversion to UH-l ................... .... 71
Phase II........................................ 73

CHAPTER VIII -GUNSHIPS ..................................... 78

CHAPTER IX - AIRLIFT ................................... 84

CHAPTER X - RECONNAISSANCE .............................. 91

i CHAPTER XI - FACILITIES ........................................ 96

I ix

UNCLASSIFIED



*UNCLASSIFIED II

PAGE 1
CHAPTER XII - MATERIEL ............. ................

CHAPTER XIII - PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE OPERATIONS .................... 108 3
CHAPTER XIV - MANAGEMENT OF THE PROGRAM .......................... 112

CHAPTER XV - PHASE III ......................................... 15 1
FOOTNOTES

Chapter I .... ...... ...... ............. ... ...... ..... . 121 I
Chapter II ..................... ........ 121
Chapter III ................................. 123

Chapter IV.................. ......... ..... 12
Chapter IV .............................................. 125
Chapter V ...... ........... 4 ............. ................... . 127
Chapter VI ................... .... .......... ................. . 130 m
Chapter VII ............. ... .............. .................. . 132
Chapter VII .................................................... 134Chapter IX ...................................................... 135
Chapter X ................................ 136 I
Chapter XI..........................................137
Chapter XII ..................................................... 138
Chapter XIII ............................................ 139
Chapter XIV ..................................................... 140Chapter XV ...................................................... 140

APPENDIXES I
I - VNAF Headquarters............................ 141
II - VNAF Organizational Chart ............. ...... 142 m

III - Typical VNAF Air Division Organizational Chart .......... 143
IV - Air Logistics Command ........ .... 144
V - VNAF Beddown Locations .............................. 145

VI - VNAF Improvement and Modernization Plan ......... 146VII - Source of Phase I & II VNAF UE Aircraft ................ 147
VIII - Composition of Vietnam Air Force ...................... 148
IX - Fixed-Wing Activations ................................. 150 mX - Helicopter Activations .................. 151
XI - Programed Aircraft Buildup ........................... 152

XII - Summary of VNAF Forces .............................. 153
XIII - UE Aircraft Deliveries to VNAF, I&E Plan ............... 155XIV - Undergraduate, Transition, Other Training ............... 156

XV - Defense Language Institute, English Language School ..... 157
XVI - Pilot Training - VNAF ....................... 158 IXVII - SVN Attack Sorties ...................... 159

XVIII - Sorties Flown ............................... ............ 160
XIX - VNAF Personnel Status-By Grade ........................ 161

GLOSSARY ........................................................... 162

UINCLtASSIFlIEI.



I UNCLASSIFIED

FIGURES* Follows Page

1 1. Comdr, VNAF, Gen. Tran Van Minh ........................ 2
2. F-5 Pilot ............................................... 6
3. VNAF and USAF Advisory Personnel ....................... 30
4. During I&M Program, VNAF Firemen Join USAF Units ........ 32
5. U-17 Aircraft ................................. 386. F-5 - First Jet Fighter Appearing in VNAF Inventory ...... 52
7. A-37-Most Widely used Jet Fighter in VNAF Inventory ....... 56I 8. Propellor-Driven A-1 ... ............. ..... 58
9. Nguyen Cao Ky Led VNAF's First Raid over NVN in A-ls ...... 58

10. VNAF Used One Squadron of H-34 Helicopters ................ 68
11. VNAF Uses for C-47 ........................................ 84
12. ARVN Combat Troops Drop from VNAF C-119 ................... 8613. U-6 Used in VNAF for Psywar, ARDF, and Liaison ............ 94

3 * All Figures are UNCLASSIFIED.

iI

I

ixi

U UNCLASSIFIED



*

- CHAPTER I

I INTRODUCTION

The new U.S. Air Force mission in the Republic of Vietnam was un-

mistakable and so was its priority. The Seventh Air Force Commander, Gen.

3 George S. Brown, said in December 1969, "Vietnamization through enhance-

ment of the RVNAF Improvement and Modernization program is a task equal

I in importance to the 7AF combat mission." At the same time, a Senior
USAF Advisor called the Vietnamization of the air war a "mammoth task,v

referring to the large-scale, many faceted, and highly technical training

required to double the number of squadrons and men of the Vietnamese Air

Force in three years. According to Gen. Creighton W. Abrams, Jr., Commander,

5 U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam, (COMUSMACV), "The toughest and

longest training job we have with Vietnamization is the one the VNAF
~3/I faces."-

IConcern with the task facing the Vietnam Air Force (VNAF) and its
I advisors was offset by the professionalism of the VNAF. Its long combat

experience was widely recognized and admired by USAF personnel in Viet-

3 nam. VNAF pilots easily transitioned into new aircraft types and learned

new flying techniques. Once the VNAF took over a larger share of the air

_ war, Brig. Gen. Kendall S. Young, Chief USAF Advisor, said, "Their suc-
4/

cesses bred pride, and that pride bred further successes." But skill
and experience would be diluted in the process of doubling the size of the

3VNAF, and the strain would come in the VNAF's weakest areas--management

*1i
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and logistics. In early 1970, advisory personnel and 7AF knew where

some of these weaknesses lay. Teams from the Air Force Logistics Command i
(AFLC) helped the VNAF overhaul its materiel system, and VNAF squadrons

were enlarged to make up for the shortage of middle-management officers. 3
For the first time, the VNAF gave command attention to the management of

flying hour rates, aircrew standardization, and maintenance schedules.

As training programs expanded, new approaches were tested to meet the

needs created by the Improvement and Modernization (I&M) Program. V

I
The projected size and organization of the VNAF was detemined not

by the needs of the air war but by what size force was reasonably attain- i
able with the time and resources available. The planners recognized that

a reduction in total force levels in Vietnam would carry risks, and no one i
knew whether the enemy threat would decrease, whether the Free World re-

deployment would be modified, or the I&M Program prolonged in time and
6/

expanded in scope.- Training was the major limiting factor and paced 3
the program, because if the training program failed, many facets of the

I&M Program would be in jeopardy. Initially, the USAF bore the major 1
responsibility for VNAF training--much of it in the U.S.--and practically

all training was in English. More and more, however, this training was

shifted to Vietnam, and one major project was to integrate hundreds of I
VNAF trainees into USAF units.

The interdependence of the two air forces was also apparent in the

overall planning for Vietnamization. The growing VNAF need for facilities I
and space on air bases required the redeployment of USAF units. The

2I
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I resulting joint planning committees filled the VNAF's need for long-

I range planning. Y Aircraft to double the VNAF inventory came almost entire-

ly from USAF units in Vietnam, except for more than 300 helicopters

3 furnished by the U.S. Army--for the VNAF, not the Army of Republic of
g/

Vietnam (ARVN), would provide helicopter support for ground troops./

According to plans in early 1970, the VNAF would not assume certain USAF

functions, such as interdiction of enemy supply routes outside of Vietnam,

defoliation, B-52 bombing (ARC LIGHT), and possibly air defense.,I
Within the goals set, there was every indication that the VNAF would

m be successful in expanding and training its people to insure support of

the Vietnamese Army. The VNAF would not be put to the real test until

5 after 1971, but in the Mekong Delta area (IV Corps Tactical Zone) where

the VNAF was already largely on its own, it proved itself to be up to the

task.

I
m

i
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CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND TO PLANNING 3
The French founded the VNAF in 1951 as a liaison flight. Manned by

Vietnamese, it was part of the French Air Force under the command of

French officers. In 1953, two observation squadrons manned by Vietnamese 3
were added, but command, administration, and logistics support remained

in French hands. The Vietnamese in French Air Force uniforms--at that I
time only a few hundred officers and airmen--were based at Nha Trang, with

logistical support obtained from the main French depot at Hanoi. The

departure of the French in 1955 left the VNAF with an inventory of aging 3
Morane-Saulnier observation aircraft, Grumman F-8F Bearcats, and C-47s.

The new VNAF staff organized these resources into two liaison squadrons, I
two fighter squadrons, a special-airlift-mission squadron, and a transport

squadron.2- Throughout South Vietnam's first year of independence, the

advisors to the VNAF were French.3/  I

In May 1956, a U.S. Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) assumed

responsibility for training the South Vietnamese Army and entered into a

joint arrangement with the French to advise and train the Vietnamese Navy 3
and Air Force. The Franco-American*association lasted a year.4-/ At a time
when unification of North and South Vietnam began to appear more and more I
impossible, the U.S. took action to expand the South Vietnamese armed

forces. The French were not interested in aiding such an expansion and in

1956 left the U.S. with all advisory responsibilities. At that time, the m

French had trained only 92 pilots for the VNAF.
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The next five years saw a remodeling of the force following the

organization of the USAF, with English-language training and American

management techniques. Expansion of the VNAF was still relatively modest.

i L-19s, T-6s, T-28s, A-Is, U-17s, H-19s, and H-34s replaced the older air-

craft, and new facilities included a USAF-style depot, a major training

center, a rudimentary Tactical Air-Control Center, as well as a total of
6/

five bases. By the beginning of 1962, the VNAF had grown to 5,700
7/

officers and enlisted men and some 140 aircraft.

In November 1961, the USAF established a special unit at Bien Hoa

_- VNAF AB to train Vietnamese pilots and maintenance personnel--Operation

FARM GATE. Its objectives included "day and night tactical assignments;

i strikes against Viet Cong villages, marshaling areas, training centers,

and resupply facilities; aerial drops; pre-strike and post-strike photoI8/
reconnaissance; and airlift." For nearly three years, there were joint

operations under this program, with VNAF personnel required on each mission.

As VNAF officers and airmen became familiar with USAF equipment and tech-

i niques from 1956 to 1961, the air effort became standardized, with more

-- efficient aid possible under the Military Assistance Program (MAP). The

period also laid the foundation for a much more extensive and accelerated

3 expansion program over the next three years.

3i The decision of the U.S. Secretary of Defense in 1962 to support this

rapid expansion was based on two urgent needs--first, to contain the

1 growing communist threat to South Vietnam and second, to build a balanced

15
U



I I

air arm capable of supporting the Republic of Vietnam (RVN) army and its

other armed forces. The USAF Advisory Group and the VNAF worked from

1962 to 1965 to diversify the roles and aircraft of the VNAF, further

improve its organization, and expand its operational capability. The I
Advisory Group Commander, Brig. Gen. Albert W. Schinz, characterized the

period as one of "explosive expansion of a very small air force into a

fairly large one." The force grew from 5,600 men to 13,000 in slightly if
more than three years and from 7 to 16 squadrons and from 140 to 393

aircraft in the same period. 2 In addition, to give the VNAF a more 3
responsive chain of command, its wings and squadrons were completely

restructured. A headquarters and one major operational base were estab-13/

lished in each of the four corps zones in the RVN. Operation FARM GATE 3
and a more capable Tactical Air-Control System expanded the VNAF operation-

al capabilities. But by 1965, there were accompanying problems of

maintenance, safety, overcrowded bases, and dangerously thin managerial

resources at the middle levels. I
The deployment of U.S. combat forces to Vietnam in 1965 had reper- I

cussions on all of the RVN's armed forces. For the VNAF, it brought a new

phase characterized by greater emphasis on combat operations, for which

the USAF also assumed an increasing responsibility. From 1966 to 1968, 5
the VNAF acquired combat experience and consolidated gains from the previous

three years. Six thousand personnel were added to its strength and the 3
number of squadrons rose from 18 to 20. It was also a period of orderly

equipment modernization and increasingly professional personnel. 
6
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I In 1966, the U.S. Secretary of Defense approved a modernization

j program, based for the first time on the concept of "self-sufficiency,"

which provided that when Allied air forces withdrew, the VNAF would beI 17/

able to assume all air missions. Under the program, however, with its

limited force structure and manning levels, the VNAF could not achieve
18/

self-sufficiency, as later modernization plans were to recognize. But

the VNAF did make progress after 1965, and the Chief of the USAF Advisory

Group from October 1966 to March 1968, Brig. Gen. Donavon F. Smith, could

point to these VNAF achievements in his End-of-Tour Report:

"Above-standard flying accomplishments, particularly
during VNAF reaction to the Tet aggression of January-
February 1968.

I "Improved maintenance and demonstrated capability to
acquire new aircraft systems without degrading overall
maintenance performance.

"Substantial progress in a force modernization/expansion
program which will add six new types of aircraft and
twelve squadrons to the VNAF inventory during FY 68-72.

"An effective start toward resolving long-standing
logistics problems.

"Increasingly successful effort to match VNAF capability
and performance to ARVN air support needs.

"Marked improvement in VNAF training facilities, programs,
and training accomplished.

"Continued expansion of VNAF's ACW, communications, and
re lated systems."

By the end of 1968, the VNAF was making steady progress. One A-i
20/

squadron converted to F-5s in April 1967;- A-37s for the conversion of
three other A-l squadrons began to arrive; a transportation squadron
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converted to C-119s; and major construction and rehabilitation were

carried out at most VNAF bases. VNAF capabilities and contribution to

air operations were steadily growing. The really significant jump toward

the goal of self-sufficiency was yet to come, although there was planning I
for it during 1968. I

Apart from expansion, improvement, and modernization with which the 1968

(and later) planning would be concerned, certain weaknesses plagued the I
VNAF: lack of long-range planning, insufficient contact with the ARVN

for the most effective use of close air support, need at all levels for

firmer command and control, a high accident rate, poor logistics, and 3
inadequate base support. In early 1970, all but the first of these

weaknesses remained, in varying degrees.23/ The basic situation, however,I

which the 1968 planning set out to correct, was an imbalance in the RVN

armed forces. The End-of-Tour Report of General Smith's successor,24/

Brig. Gen. Charles W. Carson, Jr., described this clearly: 2

"The development of a ground combat capability
without a corollary development of the air support
function is clearly exemplified in the RVNAF Improve-
ment and Modernization Program. A large expansion
of the ARN began in 1967 while the VNAF force struc-
ture was maintained at the 20-squadron level. By the U
time the RVNAF I&M Program was implemented, the ARVN
had almost achieved the force levels authorized. VNAF,
on the other hand, with the longest lead-time training I
requirements, was just beginning a program that would
not be completed until two years after achievement of
the ARVN force goals. A 1967 program, which would have mprovided for a balanced increase in RVNAF combat capa-
bility, would have not only resulted in a more effec-
tive military force, but also would have achieved the
goal at an earlier date than now possible."

8
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CHAPTER III

3] VNAF IMPROVEMENT AND MODERNIZATION PROGRAM PLANNING

-- The intensive planning phase for a true Vietnamization program began

in early 1968 when the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the Joint

SChiefs of Staff (JCS) to develop plans for enlarging and modernizing the

RVNAF "to the maximum extent feasible," so the burden of the war could

gradually be shifted to them. He explained:

3 "There is urgency to accomplishing these objectives.
In the course of negotiations, we may find it desir-
able to agree to mutual restriction on the military
efforts of North Vietnam and the U.S. Accordingly,
the structure of GVN forces must be reoriented to
provide as soon as possible for self-sufficiency in
logistics, airlift, and air and artillery support
categories. "

5i He underscored that this would require "extraordinary actions" from all

echelons.

In its planning, MACV used JCS guidelines passed down in April 1968

I which specified: (1) an 801,000 manpower ceiling for the revised RVNAF

final force structure, an increase of 84,000; and (2) "consideration of

expedients which would enable the Vietnamese armed forces to take over

3 the equipment of selected U.S. units which might be included in a schedule

of mutual withdrawal." The guidelines considered this the optimum force

j that could successfully cope with any continued subversive internal aggres-

sion after U.S. withdrawal. In April 1968, Vietnamization of the war had

not yet received general acceptance, and the Deputy Secretary recommended

3 9



-I
that 8owing to political and psychological sensitivities, coordination with
GVN/MJGS may be, at your discretion in coordination with the U.S. Ambas- 3
sador, on the basis of strengthening RVNAF rather than self-sufficiency.2/ I

In May, MACV sent forward a proposed force structure for all of the

RVN armed forces based on MACV's assessment of what the continuing com- -
munist threat to South Vietnam would be after mutual North Vietnam (NVN)

and U.S. withdrawal. The principal assumptions were that the only North I
Vietnamese Army (NVA) personnel withdrawn would be those in clearly I
identified NVA units, with filler personnel left behind in VC units, and

that the insurgency would get support from outside RVN. MACV strongly 3
urged that matters of infiltration and the defense against outside aggres-

sion be dealt with in any overall planning for the era to follow I3/
hostilities. I

The MACV force structure recommended that the VNAF build to 45 squad-

rons as follows: 17 helicopter, 7 liaison, 4 cargo, 4 gunship, 9 tactical

fighter, 1 reconnaissance, and 1 training squadron; and for air defense, 3
2 squadrons of F-5s, 2 Hawk batteries, and I automatic-weapon MK-42

battery. Three of the existing A-l squadrons were to convert to the A-37, 3
and four of the H-34 helicopter squadrons to the UH-1. These conversions

had already been planned under previous programs. This force structure m
was to be attained in five years, the limiting factor being the long lead 34/ m
time required to produce trained pilots and technicians.-

This structure was described by MACV as not being "truly optimum," as

there were limitations imposed by the availability of men, leadership
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potential, and "gross national capabilities." The deficiencies would

3 have to be offset by U.S. support.

When the JCS transmitted these proposals to the Office of the Secretary

of Defense, the Deputy Secretary responded in June with further guidance

for Vietnam's Improvement and Modernization Program, dividing it into two

phases. The assumptions used in the May planning applied only to what

would be called "Phase II"; further planning was directed for a "Phase I,"

which assumed continued U.S. participation in the war at the existing levels

but with an expansion of RVN combat capacity to the maximum extent possible,
6/3 especially in the ground forces.-

Rather than successive steps, Phases I and II were alternative plans

providing options for varying developments. But it was soon evident that

the evolving situation could call first for Phase I and subsequently for

Phase II. In fact, the Deputy Secretary directed the JCS to include a

transition from one to the other in their planning. Phase II planning,

he added, should assume that most facilities then in use by U.S. forces

would be available to the Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces (RVNAF), along

with nearly all the U.S. equipment. A part of the planning should concern

itself with the costs associated with Vietnamization--initial investment
g_/

costs and recurring costs.

COMUSMACV provided a recommended Phase I force structure to the

Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command (CINCPAC) and the JCS in late July

1968, based on the assumptions that U.S. participation in the war would
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remain the same and that the enemy threat would also remain. The major I
implication of the continued U.S. presence was that the Phase I planning

did not need to provide a balanced RVNAF force, because inadequacies in

certain functions, like helicopter aircraft, could be offset by American 3
forces. MACV's proposal, for instance, considered only the need to

expand the VNAF's helicopter force in IV Corps, where U.S. forces were -

small and where four UH-1 squadrons were proposed, along with a new wing -"

organization. Elsewhere, the previously planned conversion of the H-34

squadrons to the UH-1 was to continue, one for one, with the number of 3
aircraft in each increased from 20 to 31. Few other changes in the VNAF

were required for the Phase I situation, except for moderate strength I
increases in air logistics, aircraft maintenance, base supply, and civil

engineering to correct existing deficiencies and support the added units-.

MACV pointed to a potential weakness in its Phase I development plan,

which it considered "unavoidable in view of the guidance." This was the

continued emphasis on expanding ARVN combat and combat-support elements

at the expense of VNAF, Navy, and ARVN logistical elements which required 3
long leadtime training. However, MACV intended to deal with this problem

in its planning for Phase II. m

In October 1968, Paul H. Nitze, Deputy Secretary of Defense gave I
the JCS authority for MACV to implement the Phase I plan, with minor

field changes as required within the set ceilings. He said, "Please

insure that the RVNAF are able to make maximum use of the combat strength m

without being hindered by inadequate logistic support"--an allusion to the

12
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weakness MACV had pointed 
up.

- In October, MACV submitted its proposed Phase II force structure

3 of 40 squadrons, similar to the earlier nonphased plan: 14 helicopter,

9 fighter, 6 transport, 7 liaison, 2 gunship, 1 reconnaissance, and 1
13/

training squadron. In submitting this proposal, the MACV intelligence

assumptions followed the general assumptions given by mutual NVA and

I U.S. withdrawal with residual NVA troops filling out VC units. MACV

3 considered the RVNAF force structure in relation to the assumed threat.

One of MACV's assumptions was that the VC would intensify terrorist and

5 propaganda activities and would not conduct co nbat operations at a level

I exceeding regimental size. With 25,000 NVA fillers, the VC would try

to maintain its forces at a strength level of 126 battalions, giving them

5 the same relative posture they had before 
1965.

The plan allowed for flexibility. For the first year, FY 1969, the

"I steps to be taken in Phases I and II were identical. After that, the

decision to progress from Phase I to Phase II could be made at any time,

and the schedule of either phase could be slowed down or accelerated, based

m. on VNAF capabilities to assume new missions and variations in the enemy

threat. An essential feature of MACV's proposal was periodic updating of

Uthe I&M Program. At any time, in either phase, shortcomings would be

3 offset by U.S. units.

As an order of priority, planners used the development of: (1) heli-

copter support for ground forces; (2) strike support for ground forces;
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and (3) transport capability. MACV stated the "proposed force struc- i
ture does not provide the desirable degree of self-sufficiency for VNAF, 3
but it appears to be the maximum that can be achieved in a reasonable

time,frame (five years)." Availability of qualified personnel in the

manpower base was the pacing factor, and MACV said that manpower possibly

would not support an acceleration of Phase II. 
m

The situation was sufficiently changed by November 1968 to enable I
COMUSMACV to recommend that "in view of recent developments.. .it appears

prudent to go beyond Phase I and to move rapidly toward a Phase II posture.

The Phase I plan is no longer consistent with the situation in South

Vietnam .... The Phase II structure is better suited to the present and

anticipated conditions in SVN." L8/ Meetings and recommendations had al- -
ready raised the strength level of the RVNAF from 815,000 to 855,600

and the VNAF from 21,000 to 32,600. General Abrams recommended a further

increase of the RVNAF to 877,000, immediate implementation of Phase II,

and a compression of the period during which Phase II would be carried

out. The proposed VNAF strength at this time remained the same.R/ CINCPAC

agreed with COMUSMACV's recommendations and forwarded them to the JCS for

approval and transmittal to the Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford.20O/

In December, Mr. Clifford took favorable note of General Abrams' i
proposal to accelerate Phase II and asked that a new, compressed schedule

be prepared for the activation of RVNAF units, together with a plan for

transferring necessary equipment from identified U.S. units. He also 3
asked MACV for a plan to withdraw those U.S. units from RVN which would
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3- 21/

"no longer be required or effective after transfer of their equipment."-L

-- Henceforth, all steps in the RVNAF I&M Program were intimately linked to

steps in the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam.

Planning for this withdrawal was called "T-Day" planning, "T" stand-

ing for "termination of hostilities." In late 1968, MACV developed for

CINCPAC five alternative time-phase T-Day planning concepts. One of these,

-- Alternative D, provided for the residual presence of a MAAG, as did the
22/3 other plans, plus a "shortfall package" which MACV described as:

"A package tailored to make up specific shortfalls
in RVNAF combat, combat support, and combat service

support capabilities. The initial size of the short-
fall package would depend on the actual time frame of
U.S. withdrawal from RVN. The shortfall package would
decrease as RVNAF combat, combat support, and combat
service support units were activated in conformance
with the Phase II goals of the RVNAF Improvement and
Modernization Program."

In December, MACV transmitted to CINCPAC an accelerated Phase II

activation schedule, a list of equipment for the accelerated activations

I, plans for transfer of necessary equipment from identified U.S. units, and

plans for U.S. units which would no longer be required or effective after

transfer of equipment. MACV plans for the VNAF called for all new units

to be activated by December 1971, with turnover of equipment completed in

90 days. Helicopters were a major exception to the rule that U.S. units

would turn over equipment to their RVN service counterparts; the U.S.
23/

Army was to transfer their helicopters to the Vietnam Air Force.

The transferred aircraft were the 0-1, A-37, A-l, AC-47, C-123,
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CH-47, and UH-i. In the case of the UH-I, departing U.S. Amy units could l

not provide enough helicopters for all the planned VNAF units to be m

activated, and MACV recomended that U.S. deliveries originally programmed

for the Army be diverted to the VNAF. Direct MAP deliveries already l

scheduled for the VNAF in 1969 would provide the remaining UH-is needed

for the 13 squadrons. 

mm

To remove a major bottleneck in the Vietnamization program, the 5
Secretary of Defense suggested that U.S. forces be used for training

"quickly in Vietnam". In the VNAF especially, expansion was slowed by

the necessity to give technical training to certain personnel in the 3
U.S., requiring an extensive English language program which was costly

and time-consuming. MACV recommended to the Secretary that Vietnamese

forces be assimilated into American units in Vietnam in a large-scale,
2§/

on-the-job training program: 6'

"It is planned that the activation of the new 1
helicopter squadrons will be accomplished through
a method of infwsion of personnel whereby VNAF
and USARV 1U. S. Army, VietnmWl units are melded
together. As the USARV units slowly phased out,
VNAF would assume responsibility for the heZi-
copters.... The activation of fixed-wing squadrons
would also be accomplished through the infusion m
method, and supporting equipment and supplies will
be programmed through MASF /M-ilitary Assistance
Service Fundinj. " I

Another method, discussed later in this report, was to train Vietnamese I
instructors in certain skills in the U.S., who would then organize classes

16
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I in Vietnam. In May 1969, after a review of DOD programs, Secretary of

3 Defense, Melvin R. Laird, said in a memorandum to the JCS and the

Service Secretaries, "Vietnamizing the war should have the highest
27/

priority."

I At the Midway Conference of 8 June 1969 attended by President

Richard M. Nixon and Nguyen Van Thieu, Secretaries William P. Rogers

I and Laird,Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, and other U.S. and RVN officials, the

3 South Vietnamese leaders presented proposals for the RVNAF to be carried

out in 19.70 and 1971. Among them were the addition of F-4s, C-130s, and

air defense missiles to the VNAF, and an increase of 170,000 men in the28/RVNAF strength ceiling. Afterward, the JCS recommended only small

I increases, saying that "based on available manpower information, the GVN

is rapidly approaching the upper limits of its manpower capability to

sustain the present RVNAF force structure of 875,790. The force structure

increase proposed by the GVN could exceed manpower resources.I'2-" Among

the increases the JCS approved, however, was one for 3,200 aimen who would

provide the greater logistical and base support needed for the VNAF's

expansion to 40 squadrons. On the subject of adding late-model aircraft,

the JCS said to the OSD, "The types of equipment already being provided

under the RVNAF Improvement and Modernization Program appear adequate in

terms of current operational requirements and in terms of limited Viet-
31/

namese technical capabilities." MACV had previously told the JCS:

"No new sophisticated equipment should be introduced into RVNAF until there

is an established capability to train personnel and maintain and operate

*17
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the equipment, in addition to maintaining present equipment at a high 1
32/

state of operational readiness."-

In general, then, the JCS reacted skeptically to the GVN proposals

at Midway, especially because they implied that the RVNAF, with further

modification and expansion, would be capable of taking over major re- -
sponsibility for fighting the VC/NVA at current threat levels. "This

implication must be regarded with caution," they wrote to the Secretary

of Defense. The I&M Program was designed for only a residual insurgency.

They pointed out:3/

"...while the GVN proposal provides some additional I
offensive capability, the capability does not appear
sufficient in and of itself, particularly in view of
such problems as leadership and desertion, to enable i
the RVNAF to take over the major fighting responsibil-
ity against the current threat." I

Despite these recommendations, Secretary of Defense, Melvin R. Laird,
replied in August:3 I

"Now the object of Vietnamization is to transfer I
progressively to the Republic of Vietnam greatly
increased responsibility for all aspects of the
war, asswning current levels of North Vietnamese
Army and Viet Cong forces remain in the Republic Iof Vietnam, and assuming U.S. force redeployments
continue.

"Accordingly, I desire that the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and Service Secretaries review the current
RVNAF modernization and improvement program, and
other on-going and planned actions to enhanceRVNAF capabilities, with the goal of developing
an RVNAF with the capability to cope successfully
with the combined Viet Cong-North Vietnamese Army
threat."
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U This memorandum was to culminate in a large-scale planning effort

3 for "Phase III," described in a later section of this report. As far

as its implications for the VNAF were concerned, it resulted in a combined

3- 7AF-USAF Advisory Group Ad Hoc Committee comprised of all directorates

and staff agencies of Seventh Air Force and all divisions of the Advisory

m Group which met daily for weeks.

I- The three phases of the RVNAF I&M Program thus reflected three

possible developments in the war: Phase I, the war continues at the

same level, the RVNAF are built up, and the U.S. forces remain; Phase

5 II and Phase II Accelerated, the level of the war diminishes to the

1964-1965 level, the U.S. and NVA forces leave, the RVNAF are built up

3to cope with the residual insurgency; and Phase III, U.S. forces leave

and the RVNAF are built up to a capability to cope with a continued NVA/

VC threat at 1969 levels. In April 1970, Phase III had not yet been

i directed, although there were strong indications that a decision would be35/
forthcoming. Except for some long leadtime training required for

3 Phase III, only Phase II actions were authorized and being carried out.

SThis phase created a need for the VNAF to learn how to do its own
planning. At first, because of the urgency to start recruiting and train-

I ing, it was necessary to plunge into the program without a detailed prior

I- plan, and the early planning had to be done by the Advisory Group con-

currently with the first actions of the program. The documents published

I during this time were short and general in nature, primarily covering
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the conversion of helicopter, fighter, and gunship squadrons. During U
FY1970, however, the VNAF was gradually brought in, and more detailed

joint planning began. To shift the burden to the VNAF and prepare them

to develop an independent planning capacity, the Advisory Group helped 3
the VNAF write a regulation in December 1969 which outlined how to

prepare plans that clearly directed duties, responsibilities, and time- I
tables. When VNAF plans written in the first half of 1970 are compared

with their earlier efforts, the dramatic difference in scope, detail, and

quality is apparent. By the end of April 1970, the Advisory Group's role 3
in writing VNAF plans was reduced to simple monitoring and minor assistance.

The VNAF's progress is thrown into further relief when the immensity

of the total planning effort is considered. In approximately eight months, 5
the VNAF and AFGP produced 14 program plans covering the reorganization

and mission of the VNAF, the activation of five air divisions and sub-

ordinate units, on-the-job training, proficiency training, self-sufficiency 3
planning, helicopter augmentation, aircrew training, the activation of

many units, and the reorganization of the Air Training Center, the Air 3
Logistics Wing, and the Air Logistics Command. Equally important, during

this time, the VNAF came to accept fully the value of effective detailedI

planning for good management.

Summary of Phase II

Phase II called for doubling the VNAF by the end of 1971--from 20
38/

squadrons to 40- and from approximately 17,500 men to 36,000-men. The
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iU personnel strength was already doubled by January 1970, but most of the

new men had to be brought to suitable levels of training before the

squadrons could be activated. From an authorization of approximately 400

3- aircraft in January 1969, the inventory would grow to 934, fixed-wing and
39/

rotary. To achieve a command structure capable of controlling the

expanded VNAF force, the structure based on wings would be changed by- 40/
January 1971 to one based on air divisions. Some bases shared by the

VNAF and the USAF would be turned over to the VNAF for its exclusive use

3and operation. In the Tactical Air Control System, the goal of Phase II
was to upgrade the Forward Air Controllers (FACs), Air Liaison Officers

I(ALOs), and Direct Air Support Centers (DASCs), so they could control
41/3VNAF and USAF airstrikes in support of the ARVN. Although activation of

all squadrons would be completed by December 1971, the Air Force Advisory

3j Group expected another 9 to 12 months necessary before full operational

readiness could be achieved.

i
i

I
i

i
U

I



CHAPTER IV U
TRAINING

The success or failure of the I&M Program was dependent on the

success of the training--the key to the later combat capability of the

VNAF--and the key to training was knowledge of English. The program was

like an inverted triangle with English language the tip at the bottom.
I/

Training was the pacing factor for timing the entire program.- 3
The training required by the I&M Program called for the largest 3

single MAP-supported training program in USAF history: 15,000 personnel
were in training at one time in early 1970. The accelerated Phase II

schedule provided for more than 1,400 pilots by FY 1972, almost all

trained in the U.S. by the USAF and the U.S. Army (for helicopters). In

addition, more than 6,000 maintenance personnel were scheduled for train-3_/
ing in the U.S. and Vietnam. As the Chief of the USAF Advisory Group

said in August 1969, the acceleration posed problems of "tremendous mag- 3
nitude" for the VNAF: I

"To accelerate the VNAF expansion program, as the
U. S. Secretary of Defense directed, required that
the highest priorities be established for personnel -
recruiting, English language training, CONUS pilot
and technical training, equipment, and facilities.
It also made imperative a reordering of priorities
from a balanced progression of force development
goals over a five-year period to a phased order of
priorities emphasizing long leadtime requirements
firs t. "

Training of the 15,000 men recruited during 1969 came first, and I
those destined for helicopter units were given the highest priority.
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iU Modernization of the VNAF, however, was kept as simple as possible to
6/

*avoid delays and obstructions:

"Introduction of new, different, or highly sophisticated
equipment, which would complicate the logistics structure
and not contribute materially to RVNAF improvement, must
be avoided in order to obtain the optimum use of the man-3 power resources allocated to the RVNAF."

3 Vietnamization was a matter of teaching the Vietnam Air Force as quickly

as possible how to perform tasks formerly done by a U.S. force of

3 approximately 60,000 men and 1,200 aircraft, as well as those previously

accomplished by USA rotor wing aviation and USMC/USN in-country air
7/I support.

I English Language Program

mm The Vietnamese language has a limited vocabulary for the technology

of aviation. Even when VNAF instructors conducted courses in Vietnamese,

3 in many cases, they used English for the technical terms. When faced

with similar problems in their MAP programs, Korea, the Republic of China,

m and Japan had developed an English language program for students before
9/

they began flying and technical training in the U.S. Instead of trans-

lating USAF technical manuals and technical orders into Vietnamese, the

3 USAF decided to conduct the expanded I&M training in English.

i In December 1968, the Advisory Group submitted Southeast Asia Opera-

tional Requirement (SEAOR) No. 181 to 7AF for a capability which would

Stranslate the English language into Vietnamese using a computer. The

idea was to translate certain USAF technical orders for use by the VNAF

i when it became self-sufficient. The technical orders to be translated
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were identified, and in later 1969, AFSC was writing a program for a 1
computer already located at 7AF headquarters. Late 1970 was the comple- 3
tion date planned for the SEAOR. I

The number of RVNAF personnel to be taught English under the I&M

Program strained the existing resources. There were 2,500 students from

Vietnam and 45 other countries who were graduated from the Defense Language

Institute English Language School at Lackland AFB, Texas, but the Viet- '

namese I&M Program required almost 6,000 graduates in FY 1970 alone,

exceeding the capacity. The U.S. Advisory Group at Tan Son Nhut therefore

expanded the RVNAF English Language School system in Saigon and the English

language programs at the VNAF Air Training Center.L/ I
In March 1969, 7AF decided it could no longer supply English language

instructors from its resources in RVN (one was required for every 10 m

students), and as a result, the Advisory Group obtained 386 instructors

from the U.S. Most of these airmen taught in two off-base compounds in 3
Saigon, where English language schools were established with a capacity of 3
160 classrooms. The others were sent to the VNAF Air Training Center at12/

Nha Trang. L I
During 1969, the results were disappointing. Although the washout 3

rate for pilot cadets did not exceed the anticipated 20 percent, the rate

for airmen was between 55 and 65 percent. Even the comprehension level of

those airmen who were graduated proved to be lower than satisfactory when

they were tested later in the U.S. Officials suggested several reasons.
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Because of security-clearance investigations, there were long delays between

3 the end of schooling in RVN and student departures for the U.S. The

comprehension testing at Saigon was possibly compromised or the grades

m inflated, so students would appear better qualified than they actually were.

In the case of some cadets, motivation was affected because they had been

led to believe they were headed for fixed-wing pilot training, and found

3 themselves in helicopter training instead. Another reason was related to

the closeness of family ties in Vietnam. The students were apprehensive

I about leaving their families--although once in the U.S. their unhappiness

gradually decreased. To alleviate this problem, a film was shown to the

students before departure which presented a realistic picture of their

life in America, the U.S. Armed Forces television channel was made avail-

able in VNAF quarters, and graduates from training in the U.S. gave

3i lectures. The control procedures for English testing in RVN were strength-

ened to eliminate compromise. Where possible, the proficiency standardsgg 13/

were lowered. Most important, the number of students entering the

3Saigon and Nha Trang schools was increased to insure that quotas for the

U.S. schools would be met. During the first half of 1970, 120 more

3 language lab positions were installed in an air-conditioned, rehabilitated

building at Nha Trang, more USAF language instructors were assigned, and

the student capacity there was increased from 700 to 900.1

I Pilot and Support Training

COMUSMACV assigned first priority in the I&M Program to helicopter

training, second priority to fixed-wing training, and third priority to
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